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REMARKS 
Claims 1-34 are pending in this application. 

The title was objected to as being non-descriptive. Without conceding the examiner's 
position, the title has been amended. 

Claims 10-18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as directed to non-statutory subject 
matter. Claim 10 has been amended to call for "a computer program product, tangibly embodied 
in a machine-readable storage medium, for executing instructions on a processor, the computer 
program product being operable to cause a machine to .. .". As amended, claim 10 now claims a 
machine-readable storage medium which is an article of manufacture. 

Claims 1-6, 8-15, 17-24, 26-33 and 35-36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Thekkath (U.S. Patent No. 6,732,259) in view TMS32010 User's Guide 
(herein TMS) in further view of Anderson (U.S. Patent No. 6,005,860). 

Claim 1 is directed to a method that includes "receiving a first condition code produced 
by executing a first instruction during a first clock cycle on an array of engines included in the 
processor; receiving a second condition code produced by executing a second instruction during 
a second clock cycle on the array of engines included in the processor; and executing a logical 
operator on the first and second condition codes during the second clock cycle on the array of 
engines included in the processor." 

The examiner points to the conditional branch instruction BC1ANY2F of Thekkath (col. 
10, lines 41-42) for the alleged teaching of "executing a logical operator on the first and second 
condition codes." The function of the conditional branch instruction BC1 ANY2F is to "branch if 
either one of two consecutive condition codes is false." The examiner appears to take the 
position that an instruction that compares two consecutive condition codes (referred to herein as 
the "comparison instruction") has to be executed prior to the execution of the conditional branch 
instruction, and that Thekkath merely fails to disclose executing both the comparison instruction 
and the conditional branch instruction in a single clock cycle. 

The examiner relies on TMS for the teaching of the execution of two instructions during 
a single clock cycle, specifically pointing to the LTA mnemonic. The LTA mnemonic combines 
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the instructions represented by the APAC mnemonic and the LT mnemonic into one instruction 
to be executed during a single clock cycle. The APAC mnemonic represents an instruction to 
"Add P register to accumulator." The LT mnemonic represents an instruction to "Load T 
register." Applicant contends that the instructions represented by the APAC mnemonic and the 
LT mnemonic may be executed independently of each other, in that the instruction represented 
by the APAC mnemonic does not use the result of the execution of the instruction represented by 
the LT mnemonic, and the instruction represented by the LT mnemonic does not use the result of 
the execution of the instruction represented by the APAC mnemonic. 

TMS teaches executing two instructions in a single clock cycle where neither of the two 
instructions depends on the other. TMS provides no disclosure or suggestion of executing two 
instructions in a single clock cycle where execution of one instruction (e.g., the Thekkath 
conditional branch instruction) depends on the result of an execution of another instruction (e.g., 
the Thekkath comparison instruction). Applicant submits that the combination of Thekkath and 
TMS does not disclose "receiving a second condition code produced by executing a second 
instruction during a second clock cycle . . .; and executing a logical operator on the first and 
second condition codes during the second clock cycle . . .." as recited in claim 1 . 

Anderson was cited solely for its alleged teaching of multithreading techniques. 
Anderson does not provide any disclosure of "receiving a second condition code produced by 
executing a second instruction during a second clock cycle . . .; and executing a logical operator 
on the first and second condition codes during the second clock cycle .." as recited in claim 1. 

The cited references do not disclose all of the features of claim 1. Accordingly, claim 1 
is patentable over Thekkath, TMS, and Anderson. 

Claims 10, 19, 28, and 31 contain similar limitations as claim 1 and are patentable for at 
least the same reasons. 

Claim 34 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Thekkath in 
view of TMS32010 User's Guide (herein TMS). Claim 34 is patentable over Thekkath and TMS 
for at least the same reasons given above with respect to claim 1. 

All dependent claims are patentable for at least the same reasons as the claims on which 
they depend. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, the entire application is believed to be 
in condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 
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